








p. 1 first paragraph-first you talk about the recommendations, then approval, then manage, then
develop, then implement—so many verbs it’s hard to know exactly what the proposal is here or who is
in charge

-need to explicitly say what this project is trying to do

-if the purpose statement is going to say “maximize benefits” then the benefits (to whom, specifically)
need to be defined later in the document

-p. 4 it’s interesting we always talk about how much we import because how much do we export? | have
heard that we export our stuff for more $ and we import the cheap stuff

-p. 4 why does seaweed production get combined with finfish? This doesn’t really make sense

-p. 5 may be impt here to discuss the barriers to entry or perhaps that’s coming later, but what is the
reason that aquaculture doesn’t make up a large part? (it could be that we have cold water or
continental shelf or ?)

-p. 8 it took a lot of background to get to this point

-p. 12 defer to Elizabeth 318 vs 402

-p. 13 If the proposed action may affect listed species or designated critical habitat, NMFS will complete
a Section 7 consultation before the action is implemented. — proposed action that is the subject of this
EIS or a future tiered action?

p. 17, line 1- this doesn’t seem like the right place for this sentence and awkward transition

p. 17- EPA will recommend language to expand our NPDES role

p. 17 this isn’t necessarily an accurate characterization If an aquaculture project would probably cause
impacts to the human environment that are not addressed in a previous NEPA analysis, the permitting
agency (or agencies) would prepare a NEPA document and submit it to the EPA for review.

Suggested delete. Alternatively, if they insist, then move to NEPA section. “cause impacts to the human
envi” is incorrect

Overall note: when referring to “action” or “proposed action” make it clear whether it’s the action that’s
the subject of this document or future yet-to-be-known actions

Overall comment: we have/we’re working suggested language

p. 19 “additional” in title of table is confusing -additional to what exactly. Corrections needed for 100K
p. 23 assimilated?

p. 24 EPA will provide notice in the federal register. It is still the agency’s responsibility to distribute and
make available to the public on the web, newspapers, etc.

p. 24 | don’t know if | would characterize this as a cooling off period as this implies anger/frustration and
negative connotation. | would characterize as more of a final review where the public can still comment
on a final agency action and have appropriate time to review the response to comments

p. 25 no aquaculture permit would be required under the no action is a little confusing- wouldn’t it be
better to say that aquaculture facilities would be permitted under other laws by NOAA on a case-by-case
basis?

Thought- given the white house’s push for streamlining- | think this eis could be “marketed” or
described rather as streamlining and making permitting easier (related to comment above and related
to accurately characterizing existing conditions in the NOAA permitting world)- but after reading bottom
of p. 25 im not really sure anymore

p. 26- “baseline environmental effects” must be provided- this seems a little too open-ended

p. 27- we support the highlighted section of reasons for satisfying permit duration to be included (if
there is any question whether it should be)- lack of information about migratory animals seems like a big
one

p. 27 PENGUINS?

p. 30 what is level | and level Il projects?



p. 30 an Aquaculture Advisory Panel (AAP) would be established to provide recommendations bi-
annually to NMFS and the Council | feel like this is going to happen regardless of which alternative is
chosen? If the council wants it- discussed later on p. 34 how is this group different than the council that
already exists, don’t understand the point of this group or why it is needed and how it meets the P&N
p. 31 yes we would also require this under alt 2. Usually in eis’s like these | see a beginning section that
says: the following applies to both alternatives or something like that.

p. 32 Permittees would also have to abide by monitoring and reporting requirements specified by the
USACE and EPA in Section 10 and NPDES permits. Needs the word respectively here because these
permits are very different and require very different things

p. 32 still doesn’t feel like a good sell to separate these out like this

p. 32- this doesn’t seem right, | think you would want to talk here instead about the envi risks associated
with unknown technology?

p. 32 need to say WHEN and HOW these zones would be established because | remember them saying
verbally it would just be “later” but | think the public is going to ask this question

p. 36 Cooperating agencies have the option to identify separate agency-preferred alternatives in an EIS,
which will also be identified in the Final PEIS. HUH?

Interpretation of 40 Questions 6a and 6b- correction above to change the word identify to the word by
“assist in providing their views”



Questions for Meeting with David 5.18.18

1. P.2-7 Pre-application checklist will be very important for deciding what information is necessary
to make a determination on the type of permit. What is the process for developing the checklist
and how will it be used?

2. Applicants must conduct a baseline environmental survey

3. 15 day permit issuance process still seems unrefined- where is the description of what kind of
projects would fall under this?

4. How will nmfs define a complete application? P. 4-5

5. Purpose and Need/Federal Action: NMFS currently has no comprehensive program for
management of all types of aquaculture in federal waters of the Pacific Islands Region (that is, in
the U.S. EEZ around American Samoa, Guam, Hawaii, the Pacific Remote Islands, and the
Northern Mariana Islands). As such the harvest of cultured aquatic species in Federal waters of
the region is either unregulated or undertaken under permitting programs related to specific
species and gear types. Therefore, the purpose of the Proposed Action is to establish a federal
management program for aquaculture fisheries in the EEZ of the PIR. The aquaculture
management program is needed to support long-term sustainable aquaculture in federal
waters. This action was initiated to provide a comprehensive framework for regulating such
activities to protect pelagic wild fish and fisheries by controlling where, how, and how much
aquaculture is developed.

-and setting up an advisory panel
Q: A comprehensive program is NOT the same as a framework procedure? Right? Alts describe how
framework procedures will be set up later
Q: so is there no way for someone to get a permit right now? No, only in coral reef zones
Q: so the structure AT NOAA for how to get a permit is the subject of this EIS, but the circumstances for
what is in the permit, and when an applicant would need one, is not fully decided yet (ch 5)
Q: as an example, program capacity (number of permits) is limited in alt 3- but we don’t know by how
much, just smaller than alt 2?
-in chap 4- limits are analyzed
Nepa would cover these-net pens aquaculture fin fish only- alt 3
Alt 2- no future prohibition — any type of cage
It doesn’t have to be the preferred alternative

Q: future nepa?
Ch 2-7 you cant apply for a permit without having your other agency permits — what is the order?
In coordination with other agencies

Q: how many applications are they planning to accepting? They are not anticipating that many
6. Outline of Affected Environment Section:
3.1 State of Industry and Science in Offshore Aquaculture- past and ongoing aquaculture
research and commercial ventures
3.2 Pelagic Area
3.3 American Samoa
3.4 Hawaii
3.5 Mariana Archipelago
3.6 Pacific Remote Island Areas- some eezs prohibit aquaculture



7. Clarification: Because the action area is federal waters seaward of the 3 nm state/territorial
boundary, much of the natural resources and human activities most align with pelagic habitat. As such a
full description of the pelagic resources common to all areas will be presented first. Only characteristics
unique to the specific archipelagic areas of the other FEPs will be described in their respective sections.

8. cumulative impact maps in ch 4 seem nice

9. a main difference between Alt 2 and 3 is: Under Alternative 2, the applicant may choose the location
for the aquaculture site whereas under Alternative 3, the applicant would be restricted to specific
pre-established aquaculture zones;

Q: But that wont be discussed in this document? how does that get decided? | think | read it in ch 5 but
now | don’t remember. It will be decided much later by the council

10. good to keep in mind that chap 4 is: Each resource section begins with a discussion of the types of
effects that can occur as a result of aquaculture in the PIR, followed by specific examples of these types
of direct and indirect effects, followed by cumulative effects, using the Scenarios described in Section
4.5. Within each scenario, differences among the alternatives are presented.

-s0 the envi impacts are of permitting aquaculture, related to a baseline with little to no aquaculture
Each of the alternatives is evaluated using the 2 scenarios (big and small)

Melanie Brown is going to join call but retiring at the end of the month

David Nichols

-they want it to mirror fishing permits (timelines are in regs right now)

-but noaa hasn’t done ESA

-inform rules that will amend FMP and FEP and final rules that’s where everything would live
Comment: epa needs site locations for our permits, so noaa

A lot of things are going to be in guidance

Fishery management council already exists-

5 fishery ecosystem plans will be amended will be incl aquaculture mgmt. plan

-fep will be a statute- will allow noaa to write regs to develop specific regulations

Steph Notes 5/22

-NOAA has authority to establish this program under Magnuson stevens act

- In compliance with NEPA and Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations and agency
guidance, the PEIS discloses the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts on the human
environment of the proposed management of aquaculture in federal waters of Hawaii and territorial
waters of the PIR EEZ (see Chapter 4).



Notes on Aquaculture- call with Jessica Trice 9.9.16

NOAA issuing permits- fishery mgmt plan

-level of aquaculture would be

-noaa rule- fishery mgmt authority

Future site-specific NEPA

Interagency group for the gulf- mou- are there any work products

BSEE- bureau of safety and environmental enforcement had the benthic info
Species- which ones are we talking about

Jennifer malloy- aquaculture lead

R2- Puerto rico, virgin islands—EA

Followup: Jessica is going to send me any work products from the interagency group in the gulf and the
EA from the caribbean

Meeting Prep

1. purpose and need- no questions on that right now- NOAA manages fisheries through FEPs and
identifying areas via this PEIS would help fulfill NEPA requirements for amending FEPs

-some concern in the past about a federal action (such as CA where there is no FEP, and unknown what
the gulf states have)

2. alternatives- only one action alt proposed right now

3. existing conditions- where are there aquaculture facilities right now

4. viability for shellfish in an acidifying ocean- future climate change impacts
5. spread of diseases to native fish

6. impact to local economies (who would own and operate, who would receive food, who would supply
inputs)

7. cooperating agencies- Navy, marines, governments
8. one specific ask in the scoping notice has been for permitting requirements

9.

Hawaii=> DOH - EPA is not the permitting authority (3 mi within)

NOAA is working on monitoring guidance



New source is when it has to do NEPA

Alternative selection criteria- avoid marine protected areas, etc.

Ask Ann about the solar programmatic

May have to consider state water quality parameters

Guidance document for people who want

We have to do ESA compliance

Typhoon alley = storm surges

How deep they are going to be to withstand storms

Structural integrity

We have maintenance BMPs- debris control

Leasing of ocean space- commons?

Socioeconomic impacts to local (commercial or subsistence) fisherman
CNMI plan —

Multi-species? Diversity

Native vs nonnative

How does invasive species work in the pacific ocean?

Navy, coast guard, noaa, corps, boem, bsee, environmental coordinators
The refuges — Palmalyra

Rodent eradications = boats, ships — biosecurity incl potential and what would be doen to prevent
rodents that could be devasting to island ecosystems

Fish aggregating devices

Currents- is a criteria that doesn’t impact structural integrity















